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New Migration Patterns Emerge in U.S. 
THE MOVEMENT OF METROPOLITAN POPULATIONS TO 
NONMETROPOLITAN AMERICA: ANOMALY OR TREND? 
This is the second in a series of 
articles examining changing migra· 
tion patterns. A subsequent report 
will explore the net migration 
changes in a bloc of 320 counties 
in the Mid-continent region during 
the years between 1970 and 1976. 
By David R. DiMartino 
INTERNAL MIGRATION PATTERNS have shifted markedly in the United 
States during the twentieth century. The 
exodus of rural populations to urban 
centers which dominated internal migra· 
tion during the nineteenth century con-
tinued into the twentieth. By mid-century, 
however, that earlier pattern had given 
way to different, dominant trends. On 
the one hand, urban centers had grown 
massively and were sprawling rapidly out· 
ward, creating a pattern of decentralized 
metropolitan populations in surrounding 
suburbs. On the other hand, metropolitan 
centers had begun exchanging their urban 
residents to create an equally large pattern 
of intermetropolitan population flows. 
While the mid-century patterns of migra-
tion have continued through the 1970's, 
a new and growing pattern of internal 
migration has been identified and widely 
recognized. That emergent pattern is the 
migration of metropolitan residents to 
nonmetropolitan destinations well away 
from their origins, a true reversal of 
earlier trends. 
As with any newly emergent trend, 
the details of the nonmetropolitan migra-
tion pattern are not yet clearly under-
stood. Most of the understanding gained 
to date has been achieved using aggregate 
census data to establish a general appreci-
ation of relative change. Place-specific 
questions of where, for whom, and why 
this pattern has emerged have only 
recently been addressed. 
THE TREND 
The metropolitan-to-nonmetropolitan 
migration pattern became very evident 
during the 1970's, but the beginnings of 
the pattern were apparent earlier. An 
analysis of the 1940 to 1970 period 
reported that nonmetropolitan growth 
was on the increase, though less than 
metropolitan growth, and that the posi-
tive relationship between initial size of 
place and its rate of growth was decreasing 
in importance (Fuguitt, 1972). During 
the 197Q-1975 period, a 12 percent 
decrease occurred in the number of non-
metropolitan out-migrants, and a 23 per-
cent increase occurred in the number of 
SMSA residents moving to nonmetro-
politan areas (Tucker, 1976). Nonmetro-
politan counties were averaging an annual 
rate of population gain (1.2 percent), 
greater than the rate (0.8 percent) for 
metropolitan counties (Beale, 1977). 
These gains amounted to a net movement 
of 1.8 million people into nonmetro-
politan areas (Beale, 1977). Even farming 
counties had ceased exporting their popu-
lations in large numbers and had stabilized 
by the 1970's (Beale, 1977). 
Locations 
Not all nonmetropolitan counties have 
shared equally in the migration reversal. 
Both counties adjacent to metropolitan 
areas (fringe counties) and those not 
adjacent to metropolitan areas (non-fringe 
counties) have received migrants from 
cities, but fringe "Counties have gained 
population (at 6.2 percent from 1970 
to 1974) faster than non-fringe counties 
(at 4.9 percent) (Beale, 1976). However, 
counties with the least amount of com-
muting to metropolitan counties have 
experienced the most pronounced change 
in growth, from 0.2 to 1.1 percent annually 
during the 1970's (Morrison and Wheeler, 
1976). The greatest reversals occurred in 
entirely rural counties not adjacent to 
metropolitan areas. Thus, the new non-
metropolitan growth pattern is more than 
a simple extension of urban sprawl. It 
is, at least in part, a purposeful migration 
oriented to nonmetropolitan destinations, 
rather than a dispersal of commuters with 
sustained ties to metropolitan origins. 
Nonmetropolitan locations receiving 
the most marked increases in metropolitan 
migrants have been those associated with 
some specific activities and functions. 
These include those offering recreation/re-
tirement opportunities, industrial growth, 
education (universities), government em-
ployment (especially military bases), and 
mining. Particularly pronounced through 
the 1970's has been growth in those 
communities with recreation/retirement 
opportunities and industrial growth. 
Regions 
Nonmetropolitan growth has been 
particularly pronounced in the Northeast 
and Midwest, both areas of metropolitan 
decline. The South has been conspicuous 
in its meager nonmetropolitan growth 
(with the exception of Florida and the 
Ozarks), perhaps because of the attrac-
tiveness and growth of its small cities. 
Some authors have expressed surprise 
that "even" the Plains and Interior West 
have exhibited nonmetropolitan growth 
during the 1970's. In fact, the northern 
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and southern Plains have experienced a 
clear reversal in population movements 
during the 1970's. Particularly large in-
creases have occurred in very small places 
(with less than 500 residents) in the 
southern Plains (Fuguitt and Beale, 1978). 
Since the 1960's, the North Central 
States as a whole have experienced more 
growth in nonmetropolitan places farther 
removed from metropolitan areas than in 
those proximate to metropolitan centers. 
Closer home, the analysis of emigrants 
from Omaha, Nebraska demonstrates that, 
while most emigrants (64 percent) con-
tinue to move to other metropolitan 
areas, the proportion doing so has de-
creased slightly (Ludwig, 1979a). More 
revealing is the fact that out-migration 
from Omaha to fringe counties has de-
creased, while out-migration to nonmetro-
politan/non-fringe counties has increased, 
by 5.1 percent during a two-year period, 
1976-77 to 1977-78. Assuming that 
Omaha's out-migration patterns are at 
all indicative of metropolitan centers in 
the Plains, a clear change has occurred 
in the orientation of metropolitan out-
migrants toward nonmetropolitan desti-
nations during the mid-1970's. 
An additional analysis of in-migration 
to nonmetropolitan counties across the 
Plains indicates that growth in these areas 
is a rather localized pattern (Ludwig, 
1979b). While a number offringe counties 
continue to experience a flow of in-
migrants, nonmetropolitan counties well-
removed from metropolitan centers and 
providing a variety of functions (indus-
trial, commercial, government, mining) 
have experienced a rather marked (and, 
at times, isolated) influx of in-migrants. 
Combining this analysis of nonmetro-
politan growth in the Plains counties 
with the analysis of Omaha out-migrants, 
the trend shows every sign of having 
reached the Plains. 
Migrant Characteristics. 
The identity of nonmetropolitan mi-
grants is more difficult to determine. The 
relatively few published reports dealing 
with the characteristics of these migrants 
have used national aggregate census data. 
As with migrants in general, the non-
metropolitan migration pattern is selective 
by age, education, and occupation. 
Nonmetropolitan commumttes are 
growing as a result of the ability to 
attract a variety of migrants. Population 
gains have been made from virtually 
every age group-except the 20 to 25 
year age group (Morrison and Wheeler, 
1976). However, a more detailed analysis 
of migrants' age structure demonstrates 
that the young (the 5 to 14 year age 
group), the middle-family ages (35 to 44) 
and the elderly (over 65) have domi-
nated the nonmetropolitan migrant group, 
though the elderly comprised only 7.3 
percent of the total (Zuiches and Brown, 
1978). These migrants are also relatively 
well educated, tending to be in white 
collar occupations, and they are predomi-
nantly white (Zuiches and Brown, 1978). 
In fact, these in-migrants are much like 
metropolitan in-migrants but distinctly 
different from metropolitan and non-
metropolitan non-migrants. 
THE CONTEXT 
The underlying reasons for the emer-
gence of the nonmetropolitan migration 
pattern (and for its emergence at this 
time) are most difficult to discern. Over-
generalizations continue to abound, but 
unfortunately the traditional explanatory 
factors such as economic motivation, the 
friction of distance, and socioeconomic 
status may be losing much of their 
potency in explaining contemporary mi-
grations. Clearly, the present pattern is 
not solely the product of private business 
decisions as some have suggested. Migrants 
must have the opportunity to provide 
for themselves once they reach their 
destinations, but the availability of those 
opportunities does not explain the selec-
tion of one destination over all others. 
Neither is the recent growth in nonmetro-
politan migration simply attributable to 
the continuous expansion of metropolitan 
areas. Rather, certain social or psycho-
logical factors yet to be identified must 
be operating to create the new pattern. 
Nonmetropolitan communities are 
growing as a result of the ability to 
attract a variety of migrants from 
virtually every age group. These 
migrants tend to be well-educated 
and predominantly white. 
The behavioral approach to migration 
has long held that an adequate under-
standing of mobility requires a knowledge 
of what moving means to individual 
households. All households, in general, 
have a set of self-determined goals, both 
locational and otherwise. Each household 
establishes goals according to the identifi-
cation and weighting of its needs. The 
identification of specific needs varies 
according to the household's perceptions, 
and its perceptions vary according to its 
sensing of stimuli, its personality, previous 
experience, and aspirations. Thus, a house-
hold's perceptions are a primary part of 
the household's decision-making and are 
an integral part of its adjustment process. 
This process consists, in essence, of the 
matching of needs with opportunities. 
In the case of migration, the household's 
perceived locational needs are matched 
with alternative residential environments. 
The behavioral approach to migration 
analyzes movers' motives as a means of 
determining the answer to the complex 
question of why the new nonmetropolitan 
migration pattern has developed. This 
approach yields no simple answers but is 
most appropriate to the phenomenon. 
At the heart of the current trend is the 
fact that new migration patterns have 
emerged as the result of "the increasingly 
free exercise of individual preferences as 
to values, pleasures, self-improvement, 
social and physical habitat, and general 
life style in an individualistic, affluent 
national economy" (Zelinsky, 1974). 
THE SIGNIFICANCE 
Better understanding is needed of this 
newly emergent nonmetropolitan migra-
tion trend. A continuation of the trend 
will generate impacts upon both the 
metropolitan origins and the nonmetro-
politan destinations. Impacts will be felt, 
as well, on the lives and well-being of 
the migrants themselves. 
The metropolitan areas from which 
the migrants emanate may view the trend 
negatively. Metropolitan decision-makers 
may see the trend as representing a loss of 
buying power in the private sector and a 
loss of tax base for the public sector. 
In the event of severe out-migration, the 
trend could represent an undercutting 
of the economic base of the metropolitan 
origins. The current trend in the Plains 
is, in fact, far more moderate than that, 
and many metropolitan centers, though 
exporting populations to nonmetropolitan 
places, continue to grow. 
Alternatively, the trend may actually 
benefit metropolitan centers. The move-
ment of· populations from these centers 
could result in a decrease (or, more likely, 
a less rapid increase) in demand for land, 
housing, and various services. With a 
"slackening" of demand the problems 
generated from rapid urban growth and 
development might be more easily ame-
liorated. Thus, as examples, the inter-
related problems of housing supply and 
cost and of public service provision might 
be addressed more successfully. 
The implications of the nonmetro-
politan migration trend are more complex 
for the destinations and for the migrants 
themselves. 
.. 
Migrants' perceptions of their non-
metropolitan destinations are dependent 
upon their previous experiences and their 
acquisition of information about their 
potential destinations. When the migrants ' 
information is accurate, their perceptions 
will match reality. Their resulting moves 
should yield satisfaction and should re-
quire less stressful adjustments. When the 
migrants' information is inaccurate, they 
will have faulty perceptions of their new 
environment, and a mismatch between 
their needs and opportunities is then 
likely. Migrations based upon misinfor-
mation and rnisperceptions will lead to 
dissatisfaction with the decision to move. 
Stress levels will be high, and adjustment 
to the new nonmetropolitan environment 
will prove difficult. This condition could 
result in additional migrations, back to the 
migrants' origins or to other destinat ions. 
Alternatively, the condition could yield 
an increasingly distressed nonmetropoli-
tan population. 
Implications of the nonmetropolitan 
migration trend are complex, par-
ticularly for the migrants them-
selves and for their destinations, 
but the metropolitan areas from 
which the migrants emanate may 
actually receive benefits. 
The implications of having a number 
of distressed or "maladjusted" migrants 
residing in relatively small communities 
are severe. That condition is harmful to 
the migrants themselves and potentially 
disruptive to their communities. For 
example, migrants arriving in nonmetro-
politan places may ''expect" the same 
types and levels of public services that 
they received in their former locations. 
If those services are lacking, the migrants 
may experience heightened stress and 
dissatisfaction. Should the communities 
wish to add or improve services, they 
may find themselves economically and 
logistically ill-prepared to do so. If the 
migrants remain distressed and/or the 
commumnes fail t o provide services 
"demanded," the communities could very 
well face a self-defeating schism between 
the "newcomers" and "old guard." Such 
a situation can only harm the community 
as a whole. 
While the consequences of the trend 
should not be as dire and disruptive as the 
scenario sketched above, the problems 
are already real. To some the new trend 
represents a discontinuity, a growing gap 
between the expectations of migrants and 
the communities' abilities to pay for public 
services. Moreover, the consequences of 
unanticipated growth in nonmetropolitan 
places can be just as jarring as those 
associated with long-term uninterrupted 
decline for both the public and private 
sectors. 
A realistic prediction is not yet possible 
of how long and at what magnitude the 
nonmetropolitan migration trend will con-
tinue. It is not too soon, however, to 
plan for the potentialities of the future. 
The best way to avoid problems and to 
enable planning is to analyze the basic 
trend as it exists today. The well-being 
of all associated with the nonmetropolitan 
migration trend requires that the trend be 
taken seriously and that the phenomenon 
be monitored so that it may truly be 
understood. 
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Small Firms Need Management Help 
By Jacqueline Lynch and Sufi M. Nazem 
(Ms. Lynch is a graduate student and Dr. 
Nazem is an associate professor in the 
College of Business Administration.) 
Introduction 
SMALL BUSINESSES are often plagued by poor management practices in their 
accounting and other important business 
planning activities. Financial and per-
sonnel constraints, coupled with a lack 
of knowledge of the parameters of these 
activities, cause these firms to fail to 
recognize that a solvable problem exists; 
and, even if this is realized, they fail to 
avail themselves of the assistance of 
experts in these functions. Small busi-
nesses seem to need certain types of 
services whereby these firms may utilize 
the knowledge of experts from outside 
the agencies to improve their management 
decisions and processes. 
The current study was a two-pronged 
attack which explored both the supply 
and demand of such services. These 
services could generally be classified into 
three broad categqries: _accounting, tax, 
and management advisory services. The 
first stage of the study examined the 
need for some of these services, who 
should perform them (internal staff or 
external organizations), and how satisfied 
the recipients of these services were under 
existing arrangements. The second phase 
of the study looked into the availability 
of such services offered by expert agencies 
such as public accountants and manage-
ment consultants and examined the cost 
of their services in the Omaha metro-
politan area. 
Methodology 
The survey was limited primarily to 
small businesses, and thus only firms 
employing fewer than 50 persons were 
included in the sample. Participants were 
selected from the Omaha City Directory, 1 
and, because of the heavy concentration 
of smaller firms employing fewer than 
25 persons, a stratified sample of firms 
was randomly selected for study including 
75 percent smaller businesses (employing 
fewer than 25 persons) and 25 percent 
larger firms (employing more than 25 
persons). Identification of size of the 
organization was accomplished through 
reference to the Directory of Major 
Employers for the Omaha Metropolitan 
Area.2 
The survey was carried out by mail, 
and therefore the response rate was 
relatively low; a little over one-fourth 
of the questionnaires were returned with 
complete information. This response rate 
was approximately the same as the ratio 
of the original sample structure with 71 
percent of the responding firms employing 
25 or fewer persons and 29 percent 
having more than 25 employees. About 
one-third of the suppliers of professional 
services returned the questionnaires. These 
firms included a variety of organizations 
such as accountants, consultants, and 
computer service firms of all sizes. 
Most of the questions were directed 
toward those service functions an enter-
prise needs to survive in a competitive 
business environment. These functions 
were regrouped under three major cate-
gories: accounting services, tax services, 
and management advisory services. A 
breakdown of these broad categories may 
be seen in Table 5. 
Analysis of Results 
The part of the study relating to the 
demand for services concentrated on 
establishing key characteristics such as 
who provides the service (internally by 
the company's own staff or by outside 
agencies such as accountants and business 
consultants) and also how satisfied the 
companies are under existing arrange-
ments. Demand for these services is 
generally created through improved mar-
keting and educational processes and also 
through the improved image of providers 
TABLE 1 
PERCENTAGE OF BUSINESSES SATISFIED WITH 
SERVICE BY TYPE OF SERVICE AND SOURCE OF SERVICE 
Source of Service 
Internally Provided Provided By 
Type of Service (N) By Own Staff (N) External Establishments 
Accounting (59) 86% (9) 67% 
Tax (46) 9 1% (17) 71% 
Management 
Advisory (43) 77% (20) 35% 
of the services. While customer satisfaction 
can be somewhat biased due to lack of 
knowledge of alternatives, the results 
indicated that most organizations were 
satisfied with existing arrangements. How-
ever, a detailed examination of these 
results led to some interesting conclusions. 
More companies using their own 
internal service reported they are satisfied 
than those using outside sources. (See 
Table 1.) The most striking feature of the 
results of the study shown in this table is 
that a lesser proportion of businesses 
are satisfied with management advisory 
services, particularly when such services 
are obtained from outside agencies. Evi-
dently these services are not performed 
well enough or at least do not meet the 
expectations of the recipients, although 
the need and demand for management 
advisory services does exist. 
Tables 2 and 3 reveal that relatively 
smaller firms tend to use external services 
more frequently than do the larger ones, 
and more firms use outside agencies for 
tax and management advisory services 
than for accounting functions. Almost 
half of the smaller firms employing less 
than ten persons appear to use external 
sources for tax and management advisory 
services as compared to one quarter of 
those firms employing 26 or more persons. 
Table 4 represents some characteristics of 
enterprises undertaking different types of 
business activities. These results reconfirm 
the pattern seen above which is a greater 
degree of reliance upon outside sources 
for tax services and particularly for 
management advisory services. 
Analysis of Cost of Service 
Cost informati-on was obtained from 
35 firms offering one or more service 
functions in the metropolitan area. The 
breakdown of responding firms is as 
follows: 
Accounting 21 (four also offer 
data processing 
service) 
Consultants (business 11 (two also offer 
management, financial) data processing 
service) 
Data processing 3 
The breakdown of cost information by 
type of service is shown in Table 5. The 
hourly rate charged varies considerably 
depending upon type of service and the 
firm offering it. The table includes the 
average hourly fee charged for each of 
the services offered. The information also 
includes modal value of fees which is 
TABLE 2 
PERCENTAGE OF BUSINESSES USING TYPES OF SERVICE BY 
SOURCE AND SIZE OF FIRMS (BY EMPLOYEE) 
Types of Service 
Size of Firms 
(Number of Accounting Tax 
Management 
Advisory 
Employees) (N) Internal External (N) Internal External (N) Internal External 
Less than 10 (28) 
11 - 25 (24) 
26- 50 (21) 
82% 
83% 
90% 
18% (25) 
17% (23) 
10% (2J) 
60% 
74% 
76% 
TABLE 3 
40% (25) 
26% (22) 
24% (21) 
52% 
77% 
76% 
48% 
23% 
24% 
PERCENTAGE OF BUSINESSES USING TYPES OF SERVICE 
BY SOURCE AND SIZE OF FIRM (BY REVENUE)' 
Types of Service 
Management 
Size of Firm Accounting Tax Advisory 
(Revenue$) (N) Internal External (N) Internal External (N) Internal External 
Less than 
500,000 (2el 82% 18% (26) 73% 27% (25) 64% 36% 
Over 
500,000 (42) 86% 14% (40) 67% 33% (41) 68% 32% 
Page 5 
customers' needs, and improvement of 
their services appears to be necessary. 
As expected, the smaller firms are more 
likely to use external services. While this 
is an area of deficiency, it perhaps also 
imposes financial constraints for the pro-
viders of the services since smaller firms 
cannot afford high fees. Nevertheless, 
this area is worthy of attention by those 
providing services. 
Although the cost of services varies 
widely, most firms appear to charge 
around $15.00 to $20.00 per hour for 
accounting services, while for tax services 
the fees are relatively higher. M!lnage-
ment advisory service is by far tht most 
expensive to buy, and most firms charge 
around $30.00 to $40.00 per hour for 
this service. This is an area where external 
sources are very important for smaller 
firms. Almost half of the firms employing 
less than ten persons seek such services 
(Continued on Page 8) 
the hourly rate most commonly charged 
by the firms offering the service. TABLE 4 
Generally speaking, fees charged for 
accounting services are relatively lower 
than fees charged for tax services, while 
the charge for management advisory 
service appears to be the highest of all. 
Fees for preparation of government 
reports are relatively high compared to 
those for accounting and tax services and 
are almost as high as those for manage-
ment advisory services. 
The last two columns of the table 
include the spread of fees charged for 
each of the services. Almost all services 
show a highly flexible pricing structure 
ranging from $8.00 per hour to $50,00 
per hour. This differential in rates is 
largely due to the variation in degree of 
sophistication and expertise possessed by 
the provider organizations and also the 
degree of complexity of the service 
needed. 
Conclusions 
This study brings out some basic infor-
mation with respect to services required 
by local businesses and how these services 
are performed and at what cost. The 
information included here is the first of 
its kind and provides a comprehensive 
picture of the existing demand and supply 
of such services in the Omaha Metro-
politan Area. 
Most organizations seem to feel that 
current services are satisfactory, although 
the degree of satisfaction appears to be 
considerably lower for those firms buying 
outside services. This is particularly true 
with respect to management advisory 
services. Evidently firms offering such 
services have not yet fully satisfied their 
PERCENTAGE OF BUSINESSES USING TYPES OF 
SERVICE BY SOURCE AND TYPES OF BUSINESS 
Types of Service 
Management 
Types of Accounting Tax Advisbry 
Business (N) Internal External (N) Internal External (N) Internal 
Retail (15) 80% 20% (14) 71% 29% (15) 53% 
Wholesale (13) 85% 15% (13) 61% 39% (13) 69% 
Service (14) 92% 8% (14) 71% 29% (14) 71% 
Mixed* (21) 85% 15% (20) 70% 30% (18) 77% 
Others** (10) 70% 30% (8) 75% 25% (8) 62% 
*Mixed includes businesses with retail, wholesale, and/or manufacturing. 
**Others are those not included in above categories. 
TABLE 5 
SUMMARY OF TYPES OF SERVICE OFFERED 
AND RELATED SERVICE PRICE 
Average 
Type of Service (N) Fee/Hour Mode* High 
Accounting 
Accounts receivable (15) $25.92 $15.00 $50.00 
Accounts payable (11) 26.10 15.00 40.00 
General ledger (26) 22.67 15.00 50.00 
Billing (11) 26.88 16.00 50.00 
Payroll preparation (16) 14.22 15.00 40.00 
Cash book (12) 15.88 15.00 50.00 
Checkbook reconciliation (22) 21.56 22.50 50.00 
Tax 
Quarterly tax (25) 23.58 18.00 50.00 
Annual tax (24) 26.97 30.00 50.00 
Income tax (24) 30.75 30.00 50.00 
Sales tax (22) 19.56 18.00 50.00 
Payroll tax (25) 22.15 18.00 50.00 
Government reports (27) 28.43 40.00 50.00 
Management Advisory 
Budget preparation (21) 32.03 40.00 50.00 
Revenue of operation (25) 30.11 30.00 50.00 
Financial statistics (28) 28.22 30.00 50.00 
Cost of manufacture (10) 30.29 40.00 50.00 
Inventory control (10) 30.75 40.00 50.00 
*Most commonly charged fee per hour 
External 
47% 
31% 
29% 
23% 
38% 
Low 
$8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
8.00 
15.00 
8.00 
8.00 
15.00 
15.00 
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Omaha Indicators Show Mixed Growth for 1978 
Selected demographic and economic 
indicators showed a mixed growth for 
the nine subareas within the jurisdictional 
limit of Omaha during 1978. Even though 
eaM-the Northeast and Southwest subareas 
continued to experience an out-migration 
and an increase in the number of housing 
demolitions during the year, encouraging 
signs of growth were evident with in-
creases in the number of single-family 
building permits and home mortgages. 
The remaining subareas of the city also 
showed healthy signs of expansion; how-
ever, more modest gains were experienced 
in single-family housing construction. 
The Omaha area had a net natural 
increase of 3,280 in its population during 
Omaha Intra-Urban 
Demographic & Economic 
Indicators 
Motor Net 
Vehicle Natural Intra-Urban 
Registrat ions 
-
Increase Migration 
~ ~ ~ ~2 
s . , m~ .z~ -~ ". , . 2S V>j; oO ~ £ c;o ~g 0 ~ £ ~ - 0 ~ i c ,:: , - c" iii o.!: -U. 
1977 
1 272 67 32 319 195 56 33 
11 319 95 31 278 182 67 42 
111 315 62 35 307 162 73 43 
IV 276 60 32 276 171 37 25 
Tot al 1,182 304 130 1,160 710 233 143 
1978 
I 306 67 33 275 157 43 3:) 
11 472 115 48 309 162 70 50 
111 375 110 47 317 147 66 58 
IV 337 115 30 291 139 86 47 
Total 1,490 407 158 1,192 605 265 185 
1977 
1 346 89 31 263 267 53 31 
11 437 117 30 249 232 57 37 
111 416 138 30 241 192 48 33 
IV 331 133 32 235 239 43 20 
Total 1.530 477 132 988 930 201 121 
1978 
1 300 102 42 250 250 30 23 
11 530 177 36 244 199 74 44 
111 564 196 42 282 203 81 36 
IV 405 185 20 278 236 52 46 
Total 1,799 660 140 1,054 888 237 149 
1977 
1 316 71 19 298 138 55 58 
11 438 85 24 271 124 85 70 
11 1 517 93 25 306 137 75 5 1 
IV 327 67 20 269 125 41 43 
Total 1,598 316 88 1,144 524 256 222 
1978 
I 311 62 24 270 169 43 29 
11 595 11 7 26 258 130 6 7 57 
111 546 108 3 1 294 144 86 68 
IV 418 92 25 285 157 81 84 
Total 1.870 379 106 1, 107 600 277 238 
1977 
1 260 68 7 126 73 28 22 
11 327 75 9 144 87 39 38 
111 433 73 6 141 85 30 34 
IV 269 73 11 138 107 11 22 
Total 1,289 289 33 549 352 108 116 
1978, compared to 3,163 in 1977. How-
ever, the area of the city east of 42nd 
Street continued .to lose population 
through out-migration. In 1978, the 
Northeast and Southeast subareas had 
a net intra-urban out-migration of 170 
households to other portions of the city. 
Accompanying this was a continued 
growth in the number of households 
moving into the Northwest and South-
west suburban areas. In 1977 these areas 
experienced a net intra-urban in-migration 
of 45 households, but m 1978 this 
number jumped to 140. 
Even though families continued to 
move out of the eastern portion of the 
city, the percentage increase there in 
-
OMAHA 
"" 
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Unit s Authorized By Building Permit1 
the number of single-family housing 
permits issued during 1978 was among 
the highest for the city. The number of 
these permits issued for the Northeast 
subarea rose by 76.7 percent, and in the 
Southeast the gain was 114.3 percent. 
These increases were offset by a slow-
down in the number of single-family 
housing permits issued in the remaining 
subareas of the city. As a result, the 
Omaha area as a whole experienced only 
a moderate growth of 3.7 percent in 
single-family permits, bringing the year-
end total to 2,002 housing units. The 
dollar value of these single-family housing 
units totalled $45.8 million or $22,860 
(Continued on Page 8) 
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and 
1978 
Mechanics 
Resident ial Non-Residential Demolitions UensiJ../ Mortgages£/ Water 
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Northeast Omaha 
. 23 6 108.3 0 0 9 1 128.9 22 940.1 71 16 18 60.6 263 4,173.2 15 
. 25 9 233.5 0 0 157 204.9 35 1,840.8 67 22 16 65.3 262 4,704.9 17 
· 30 7 200.7 0 0 170 792.9 36 839.3 52 2 15 17.5 281 5.352.2 11 
. 12 8 179.7 0 0 90 163.2 31 2.137.3 88 4 28 68.7 313 6.488.0 17 
· 90 30 722.2 0 0 508 1,289.9 124 5.757.0 278 44 77 212.1 1,119 20.718.3 60 
36. 1 247 5,063.8 16 
. 13 10 152.9 0 0 49 106.6 29 1.930.7 126 22 22 
·. 20 18 4 13.1 0 0 222 810.0 22 739.2 125 12 16 31.3 301 5.505.9 44 
· 8 16 343.5 0 0 166 298.9 33 3.504.1 68 4 18 41.8 348 5.758.0 32 
· 39 9 150.8 0 0 89 225.0 22 627.3 43 4 19 53.4 312 10.186.3 59 
·60 53 1,060.3 0 0 526 1,440.5 106 6.801.3 362 42 75 162.6 1.208 26.514.0 151 
Southeast Omaha 
220 5.522.0 16 
. 22 0 0 0 0 85 621.7 52 12.337.3 10 3 10 33.3 
· 20 9 168.3 0 0 221 325.7 53 4,953.6 14 2 23 46.5 295 7,435.1 25 
. 15 5 117.8 0 0 186 293.2 39 1,187.6 17 0 8 16.9 276 6.899.3 13 
· 23 0 0 0 0 110 167.7 40 10,368.3 6 6 13 70.9 320 10.820.1 16 
· 80 14 286.1 0 0 602 1,408.3 184 28.846.9 47 11 54 167.6 1,111 30.676.5 70 
• 7 11 142.2 11 75.0 56 134.8 60 3.002.1 11 9 8 14.6 227 9,236.5 9 
· 30 10 216.7 0 0 200 289.4 49 581.0 11 5 16 28.5 307 14,081.1 41 
· 45 5 91.7 0 0 172 309.2 55 1,477.0 8 21 13 80.9 315 11,940.0 38 
·6 4 75.6 0 0 99 268.5 46 6.423.4 12 108 26 92.9 291 12.632.8 21 
·88 30 526.2 11 75.0 527 1.001.9 210 11 ,483.5 42 143 63 216.9 1,140 47.890.4 109 
Northcentral Omaha 
+3 4 54.7 0 0 96 124.3 9 423.1 7 0 14 18.0 341 7,714.1 13 
. 15 9 197.6 0 0 184 253.6 25 571.3 5 0 10 21.3 493 13.320.2 12 
·24 13 229.4 6 115.8 154 231.9 18 228.8 1 0 6 13.6 462 10.853.2 24 
+2 4 82.8 0 0 95 126.2 12 553.9 2 0 16 95.9 434 10.972.0 16 
· 34 30 564.5 6 115.8 529 736.0 64 1,777. 1 15 0 46 148.8 1,730 42.859.5 65 
7.233.3 10 
·14 4 34.2 0 0 58 120.7 12 740.1 2 0 11 44.9 301 
· 10 17 401.8 3 46.8 204 308.1 18 121.7 0 0 5 9.4 527 13.872.1 17 
·18 11 2 17.9 0 0 18 1 328.1 18 752.5 6 0 16 28.7 506 14,113.1 20 
+3 9 190.0 2 32.5 89 166.3 15 176.8 5 0 15 118.3 436 12.891.2 20 
.J9 41 643.9 5 79.3 532 923.2 63 1.791.1 13 0 47 201.3 1,770 47,909.7 67 
Southcentral Omaha 
· 6 8 135.2 0 0 78 108.1 15 468.3 0 0 10 17.6 169 4.276.2 13 
- 1 25 414.1 0 0 188 601.8 25 596.2 6 0 6 5 .3 251 8,304.8 24 
+4 17 369.4 87 600.0 116 163.9 22 234.9 1 0 3 21.2 227 5.425.0 32 
+11 7 166.9 0 0 79 158.5 22 4.164.3 2 0 6 26.9 240 6,844.0 30 
+8 57 1,065.6 87 600.0 461 1,032.3 84 5.483.7 9 0 25 71.0 887 24.850.0 99 
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OMAHA INTRA- URBAN DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC INDICATORS - (Continued) 
Motor Net 
Vehicle Natural Intra-Urban Units Authorized By Building Permits Mechan ics 
Registrations Increase Migration Residential Non-Restdential Demolitions Liens AI Mortgages..ll Water 
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1978 
1 292 8 1 16 132 eo 21 23 +2 1 21.4 0 0 29 47.5 24 728.3 1 0 16 226 .8 181 6 .825.0 9 
11 440 121 17 116 73 35 40 +5 19 382.3 2 33.7 152 155.9 21 465.2 1 0 3 8.0 ,27 1 13,978.0 23 
11 1 422 124 19 14 2 88 35 49 +14 25 470.2 0 0 138 248.7 37 2,066.9 2 0 8 9 .5 255 7,140.7 45 
IV 326 92 8 140 83 43 34 .g 11 196. 1 0 0 65 121.7 19 924.4 0 0 5 11.8 233 8 ,479.0 17 
Total 1,480 4 18 60 530 324 134 146 +12 56 1,070.0 2 33.7 384 573.8 101 4 .184.8 4 0 32 256.1 940 36,422.7 94 
Northwest Omaha 
1977 
I 346 75 9 180 61 14 37 +23 18 306.3 4 44.3 52 125.0 9 146.0 1 0 16 24.7 206 7.058.0 12 
11 459 90 7 157 65 30 43 +13 24 528.3 0 0 136 140.9 34 683.9 1 0 0 0 289 10.809.1 30 
111 444 73 8 171 57 9 43 +34 29 597.2 4 90.9 114 139.0 19 820.6 0 0 2 0.3 254 8.016.9 34 
IV 35 1 76 7 166 68 6 16 +10 21 4 17.4 7 127.4 83 148.2 35 580.6 0 0 2 4 .1 203 9 ,569.1 25 
Total 1,600 314 31 674 251 59 139 +80 92 1,849.2 15 262.6 385 553.1 97 2.231.1 2 0 20 29.1 952 35,253.1 101 
1978 
I 309 43 10 135 47 6 20 +14 4 76.4 6 110.8 41 121.6 17 229.4 0 0 2 1.5 175 6 .023.0 14 
11 504 122 6 128 63 22 25 +3 45 884.2 6 108.4 95 140.5 27 759.4 0 0 5 6 .6 279 10.884.6 23 
111 541 11 7 15 143 44 36 40 +4 31 723.7 18 374.1 114 302.7 40 813.9 1 0 4 10.4 275 10,631.5 37 
IV 349 91 14 142 61 42 37 . 5 19 357. 1 0 0 51 219.7 28 553.0 0 0 10 21.2 216 10,494.1 50 
Tot al 1,703 373 45 548 215 106 122 +16 99 2,041.4 30 593.3 301 784.5 112 2.355.7 1 0 21 39.7 945 38.033.2 124 
Southwest Omaha 
1977 
I 791 155 12 278 63 14 29 +15 87 1.665. 1 2 32.1 141 318.3 67 2,094.7 0 6 27 121.4 659 27.816.2 75 
11 969 164 19 327 78 29 50 +21 136 3,429.1 6 145.3 285 426 .2 67 2.781.0 0 0 14 25.2 881 37,016.6 168 
111 1,093 193 12 344 82 21 42 +21 103 2.463.1 4 99.1 347 585.6 97 6.914.1 0 0 15 96.5 774 34,699.4 160 
IV 831 198 14 318 94 7 18 +11 67 1.732.1 6 196 .7 131 331.1 93 2.734.9 0 0 19 60.7 676 41 ,112.3 146 
Tot al 3 ,684 7 10 57 1,267 317 71 139 +68 393 9.289.4 18 473.2 904 1,661.2 324 14,524.7 0 6 75 323.8 2.990 140 ,644.5 549 
1978 
I 888 193 32 286 100 16 20 +4 42 1.086. 1 16 359.0 53 82.6 55 3,925.5 0 0 24 83.5 578 27.873.9 46 
11 1,174 266 22 306 85 27 58 +31 124 2.71 6.1 7 165.2 226 409.8 54 2.455.3 0 0 16 55.7 749 46,953.4 178 
111 1,215 363 34 297 70 63 66 +3 139 3,201.6 eo 875.5 243 567.8 87 4,7 18.2 0 0 19 44.2 843 47.000.4 184 
IV 984 269 28 257 96 50 58 +8 8 1 1.854.3 10 350.9 129 292.0 74 5.270.4 0 0 31 132.5 677 37,776.9 160 
Total 4,261 1,091 116 1,1 46 351 156 202 +46 386 8.858.1 113 1,750.6 651 1.355.2 270 16.369.4 0 0 90 315.9 2,847 159,604.6 568 
Northcentral Suburban Omaha 
1977 
1 17 2 1 3 1 0 0 0 4 90.9 0 0 1 3.8 0 0 0 0 2 1.1 21 1.306.8 3 
11 :n 5 0 4 3 0 1 +1 14 351.5 0 0 25 380.3 2 17.0 0 0 0 0 33 1.275.1 17 
111 41 8 2 7 1 0 3 +3 10 252.6 0 0 11 63.2 2 59.0 0 0 0 0 28 1.381.5 27 
IV 26 11 0 7 2 1 0 · 1 3 102.5 0 0 1 2.5 0 0.0 0 0 2 6.4 33 1,108.6 18 
Total 121 26 3 21 7 1 4 +3 31 797.6 0 0 38 449 .8 4 76.0 0 0 4 7.5 11 5 5 ,072.0 65 
1978 
I 26 1 2 6 6 1 3 +2 3 8 1.2 0 0 1 2.5 1 65.0 0 0 1 0.7 30 1.343.8 8 
11 23 11 0 11 5 3 0 . 3 8 241.8 0 0 7 4 2.4 0 0.0 0 0 2 0 .8 43 2,119.0 15 
111 19 4 5 13 3 3 4 +1 6 153.0 2 27.8 1 0.9 1 8.0 0 0 0 0 46 2.149 .6 17 
IV 15 2 0 8 6 10 3 • 7 3 62.9 0 0 4 2.2 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 28 1,231.3 14 
To ta l 83 18 7 38 20 17 10 . 7 20 538.9 2 27.8 13 48 .0 2 73.0 0 0 3 1.5 147 6,843.7 54 
Northwest Suburban Omaha 
1977 
I 11 8 16 9 60 16 2 8 <i; 83 1.518.2 0 0 25 33.7 5 71.0 0 0 6 4 .9 177 5 .840.9 44 
11 158 25 11 84 14 6 18 +12 129 2.818.2 2 42.4 45 53.6 12 824.6 0 0 4 8.3 231 8.878.0 112 
111 220 44 6 104 17 12 13 +1 109 2.406.2 5 90.6 36 46.8 4 47.6 1 0 7 10.8 294 9 .852.8 127 
IV 148 36 5 107 20 6 6 0 128 2.882.1 0 0 20 24 .2 9 277.3 0 0 33 137.8 288 13,517.9 121 
Total 644 12 1 3 1 375 67 26 45 +19 449 9.624.7 7 133.0 126 158.3 30 1,220.5 1 0 50 161.8 990 38.089.6 404 
1978 
1 157 37 17 113 13 4 9 +5 69 1.534.9 8 183.9 9 55.1 9 789.7 0 0 16 39.4 184 8.869.8 25 
11 220 4 2 5 115 20 16 26 +10 199 4.274.1 6 100.9 55 46.0 8 729.9 0 0 5 9 .8 478 16.994.8 167 
111 192 66 6 116 24 12 36 +24 188 5.473.7 0 0 34 45.4 7 167.2 1 0 14 22.7 488 2 1,214.7 224 
IV 19 1 57 17 103 23 12 34 +22 166 3.468.5 18 145.7 19 27.0 7 106.4 0 0 20 99.8 536 22,320.6 177 
Total 760 202 45 447 80 44 105 +61 622 14,751.2 32 430.5 117 173.5 31 1.793.2 1 0 55 171.7 1.686 69,399.9 593 
Southwest Suburban Omaha 
1977 
I 67 15 2 3 1 2 5 9 +4 205 3,931.9 0 0.0 40 48.7 2 49.4 0 0 5 4.0 295 11,086.0 138 
11 86 16 0 30 5 1 15 +14 330 7,549.7 0 0.0 86 76.4 3 136.5 0 0 3 2.1 443 17,166.7 279 
111 140 18 1 37 3 2 8 +6 182 4,02 1.2 6 125.2 43 51.3 6 1,212.5 0 0 1 1.2 378 15.879.0 263 
IV 128 29 2 42 7 2 4 +2 118 2,815.0 0 0.0 18 26.6 5 91.3 0 0 9 10.5 395 24.212.9 168 
Total 421 78 5 140 17 10 36 +26 835 18.317.8 6 125.2 187 203.0 16 1.489.8 0 0 18 17.8 1,511 68,346.6 848 
1978 
I 112 20 0 68 4 2 9 +7 79 1.878.4 2 23.8 11 44.8 2 63.0 0 0 45 49.7 309 11,939.3 53 
11 176 4 1 2 81 2 6 20 +14 237 5,489.8 6 72.5 75 103.4 2 63.0 0 0 4 2.6 485 20.579.7 233 
111 156 55 2 78 4 7 32 +25 206 4,785.3 6 98.8 72 6 1 0 16 1,524.4 0 0 16 20.7 457 19,282.8 174 
IV 152 50 1 88 4 t3 46 +33 173 3.923.9 2 63.8 16 14.0 12 111 .0 0 0 72 141.0 424 19,640.9 221 
Total 596 166 5 315 14 28 107 +79 695 16.077.4 16 258.9 174 223.2 32 1.761.4 0 0 137 214.0 1.675 71,442.7 681 
Omaha Totals 
1977 
1 2,533 558 122 1,578 8 16 227 227 0 415 7,810.6 6 76.4 609 1.512.5 181 16.529.9 89 25 108 285.5 2.35 1 74,793.4 329 
11 3.230 672 131 1.544 790 314 314 0 685 15.690.3 8 187.7 1.327 2.463.4 256 12,404.9 93 24 76 174. 1 3.178 108.712.6 684 
111 3,619 702 125 1.658 736 270 270 0 475 10,657.5 112 1,121.8 1.177 2,367.8 243 11.544.4 72 2 57 177.8 2.974 98,359.3 691 
IV 2,687 703 123 1,558 833 154 154 0 356 8.379.4 13 324.1 627 1,148.2 247 20,928.1 98 10 128 502.1 2.902 124,644.9 557 
Total 12,069 2.635 501 6.338 3.175 965 965 0 1,931 42.537.8 t39 1.710.0 3.740 7,491.9 ;27 61,407.3 352 61 369 1.139.5 11,405 406,510.2 2,261 
1978 
I 2.701 606 176 1.535 826 166 166 0 223 5.007.7 43 752.5 307 716.2 309 11,473.8 140 31 145 497.3 2,232 84,408.2 190 
11 4.134 1,012 162 1,568 739 320 320 0 677 15,020.1 30 527.5 1.236 2.305.7 201 5.914.7 137 17 72 152.8 3,440 144,768.8 741 
111 4.030 1,143 201 1.682 727 389 389 0 627 15.460.6 106 1.376.2 1,101 2,162.7 294 15.032.4 86 25 108 258.9 3.533 139,230.8 771 
IV 3,177 953 143 1,592 805 389 389 0 475 10,279.2 32 592.8 561 1,336.4 223 14,192.7 60 112 1QB 671.0 3.153 135,653.0 739 
Tot al 14.042 3,714 682 6,377 3.097 1,264 1.264 0 2.002 45.767.6 211 3,249.0 3.205 6.521.0 927 46.613.8 423 185 523 1.580.0 12.358 504.060.8 2,44 1 
... t.J Totals do not include data which are not classifiably by subarea. 
The data were compiled by CAUR (Gene Hanlon, Ora Prince, Lori Male k, Henry Jason, and Bob Pierce) from data 1n th e Doily Record and data m&de available by ( 1) Douglas County Health Department , Division 
of Vital Stati stics, (2) City of Omaha, Office of Permits and lnspoct 1ons, and 131 Metropolilan Utilities Dist rict. 
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SMALL BUSINESSES NEED HELP 
(Continued from Page 5) 
from outside organizations. This is quite 
natural since small businesses cannot 
afford in-house expertise, and owners 
generally do not possess such skills. 
While a great need for improvement in 
the services offered to these businesses 
seems to exist, perhaps also less financial 
reward for most providers of the service 
is present. However, the sheer number 
of small companies should make it a 
financially attractive area, provided that 
service establishments can come up with 
some wholesale approach to selling their 
services. 
1 Omaha (Douglas County, Nebraska) City 
Directory, R. L. Polk and Company, Kansas 
City, 1978. 
2Directory of Major Employers for the 
Omaha Metropolitan Area, The Greater Omaha 
Chamber of Commerce, Omaha, 1978. 
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INDICATORS SHOW MIXED GROWTH IN 1978 
(Continued from Page 6) 
per housing permit. 
Multifamily residential construction 
increased at a much faster rate than 
single-family construction during 1978. 
The number of multifamily housing units 
in the Omaha area rose by 51.7 percent 
during 1978, and the dollar value of 
these units rose by 90.0 percent. .A 
majority of the new multifamily con-
struction occurred west of 72nd Street, 
with 54 percent of the city's total 
occurring in the Southwest subarea alone. 
The number of mortgages in the 
Omaha area rose in 1978 by 8.4 percent 
to a year-end total of 12,358. These 
mortgages were valued at over $504 
million and represented a 24 percent 
increase over the preceding year. 
Other indicators which showed healthy 
signs of economic expansion during 1978 
REVIEW OF APPLIED URBAN RESEARCf-.4 
were an 8.0 percent increase m the 
number of new water hookups, a 16.3 
percent increase in new car sales and 
a 40.9 percent increase in new truck sales. 
As with the other indicators, much of 
the increase in these factors is attributable 
to the growth and development occurring 
west of 72nd Street. 
PLEASE! 
If you change your address, 
please let CAUR know. Everytime 
the Post Office returns an unde-
liverable copy of the Review, the 
cost is 25 cents. Please help us 
save money by reporting address 
changes prompdy. Sending us your 
old address label will help, also. 
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